
  

 

 

 

 

City of Gaithersburg 
31 South Summit Avenue 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20877 
 
 
 

 

Planning Commission Regular Session Agenda 
City Hall - Council Chambers 

Wednesday, May 15, 2013, 7:30 PM 
 
 
 
I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
II. RECORD PLATS 
 
III. CONSENT ITEMS 
 
 A. AFP-2523-2013 -- Seneca Center II, LLC 

E-1 Zone 
18753 North Frederick Avenue #200 
Change of Use for Martial Arts Academy 
Parking Calculation Revision 
AMENDMENT TO FINAL PLAN REVIEW 

 
IV. RECOMMENDATION TO MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
 
 A. SDP-1842-2013 -- Application for schematic development plan 

approval in accordance with Annexation Petition X-182 and Sketch 
Plan Z-315, located in the Crown Property Neighborhood 1 (Outlot B, 
Block C), in Gaithersburg, Maryland. The subject application 
proposes the conversion of a multi-family building to 70 two-over-two 
condominium units. The subject property site is bordered by Copley 
Place and Diamondback Drive. 

 
V. SITE PLANS 
 
VI. FROM THE COMMISSION 
 
VII. FROM STAFF 
 
VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 



Planning Commission Regular Session Agenda  Wednesday, May 15, 2013
   

 

To confirm accessibility accommodations, please contact the Department of Planning and Code 
Administration at 301-258-6330. 
 
Please turn off all cellular phones and pagers prior to the meeting.  Hand held signs brought may not 
be displayed in a manner which disrupts the meeting, blocks the view of spectators or cameras and 
poses a safety concern [e.g., signs mounted on stakes].  Your cooperation is appreciated. 
 
 
All revised site plans to be reviewed by the Planning Commission will be due twelve (12) days before 
the meeting.  All plans, except for Consent Agenda items, will require the applicant to post sign(s) of 
the hearing date on the property under consideration at least nine (9) days before the meeting.  
Planning staff will provide all signs, which are to be picked up at City Hall.  All information to be 
submitted for Planning Commission meetings will be due no later than 12:00 PM on the Friday 
before the meeting.  Materials associated with any agenda item may be reviewed at the offices of the 
Planning and Code Administration during regular business hours. 
 
The Planning Commission normally will not begin consideration of a new site plan 10:30 PM, and the 
Chairman will announce anything contrary.  The Alternate does not participate on regulatory items, 
unless a Commissioner is absent. 
 

This electronic version of materials related to applications before the City of Gaithersburg Planning 
Commission is provided as a courtesy to interested parties. This is not the official record of matters 
before the Planning Commission and the City of Gaithersburg cannot guarantee the accuracy of 
electronic transmissions. Click here to view the City of Gaithersburg Website Disclosure Statement. 
Materials provided electronically are provided as submitted by applicants; the City of Gaithersburg is 
not responsible for materials submitted by applicants. All materials included in this transmission are 
subject to change. The official record of any matter before the Planning Commission is available for 
inspection by the public during regular business hours at City Hall, 31 South Summit Avenue, 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20877. 

 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 

There are no special announcements. 
 



  
 

 STAFF COMMENTS FOR PLANNING COMMISSION 
  
 

MEETING DATE: May 15, 2013 
 
SITE PLAN: AFP-2523-2013 
 
TITLE:   Seneca Center II 
 
REQUEST:  CONSENT APPROVAL  

AMENDMENT TO FINAL PLAN 
Change in parking tabulation from 1/500sf to shared 
parking chart 

 
ADDRESS:  18753 North Frederick Avenue 
 
ZONE:   E-1 (Urban Employment)  
 
 
Applicant and Owner: Seneca Center II, LLC, Paul L. Klinedinst 
 
STAFF LIAISON: Gregory Mann, Planning Technician 
 
 
Enclosures: 
 
Staff Comments and Location Map 
Exhibits 
 
Exhibit 1: Application 
Exhibit 2: Proposed Parking Schedule 
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Location Map 
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STAFF COMMENTS 
 
I. Background 
 
An application has been filed for an Amendment to Final Site Plan, AFP-2523-2013, for 
a change in the parking tabulation from 1 space per 500 square feet to a shard parking 
schedule (exhibit 2).  The change in parking is required to accommodate a new martial 
arts academy.  Currently the subject property is parked for warehouse only.  The 
subject property is located at 18753 North Frederick Avenue and is zoned E-1 (Urban 
Employment).   
 
II. Scope of Review 
 
This application is coming before the Planning Commission as a consent item as 
allowed by §24-172A(a)(1).  Per section 24-219(b) all uses not listed in the parking 
ordinance shall be determined by planning commission at site plan review or prior to 
issuance of occupying permits.  Private educational parking requirements are not 
regulated in the Off Street Parking Ordinance.  The proposed martial arts academy can 
be classified as either a private education or retail use. 
 
III. Site Plan Analysis and Review 
 
In accordance with §24-172A, the Planning Commission has the authority to review 
and make determinations regarding proposed amendments to site plans for the 
purpose of protecting the public health, safety, and general welfare. Section 24-170 
outlines the findings for the approval of the site plan. Staff provides the following 
comments and findings for the Planning Commission’s consideration. 
 
Site Characteristics  
 
The property was rezoned by Ordinance O-5-05 on July 5, 2005 by the City Council, 
and restricted the uses for the property.   Ordinance O-5-05 restricted the uses of the 
subject to, 

a. Wholesale businesses, warehouses and similar non-processing storage and 
distribution uses. 

b. Offices accessory to the principal use 
c. Research, experimental and testing laboratories 
d. Manufacture, compounding, processing, assembly and retail sales of article 

using prepared materials which are entirely stored within a structure 
e. Off-street parking 
f. Recreational or educational uses 
g. Telecommunication facilities 
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 The property was granted final site plan with SP-05-0009 on November 2, 2005, which 
approved the construction of a 91,920 square foot warehouse.  The applicant is 
proposing to add a 6,820 square foot martial arts academy which is classified as an 
educational use, and is a permitted use. 
Parking  
 
The total number of parking provided is 174.  This includes 154 spaces on site and an 
additional 17 spaces on Ararat Drive.  Seven of the spaces on Ararat Drive are acquired 
through a lease agreement with 18757 North Frederick Ave.  The subject property also 
obtained a 10 space parking waiver with approval of SP-05-0009.  
 
Ordinance O-5-05 stipulated that the required parking for the property must be 
determined at final site plan.  The City Code established the parking for warehouse as 
1/500 square feet of gross floor area.  The addition of the martial arts academy will 
require a shared parking chart as the building will be used for 2 purposes.  Parking for 
private educational is not listed in the City Code; therefore the Planning Commission 
must establish the parking requirement.  Staff recommends parking the martial arts 
academy at the retail parking ratio.  In accordance with the city code, the required 
parking for retail is,   
 

“1 space per 180 square feet of gross leasable area devoted to retail sales, 
service and located on any floor of a building which may be entered 
approximately at grade, 1 per 400 square feet of gross leasable area 
devoted to retail sales and located on any floor other than that which may 
be entered approximately at grade.”  

 
Over the last several years, staff has been of the opinion that physical fitness type uses 
such as yoga studios, ballet and membership gyms should be classified as retail uses 
and parked as such.  Both staff and the Planning Commission have approved a number 
of these uses under this scenario, including the new LA Fitness at Quince Orchard 
Plaza.  The applicant has submitted a proposed shared parking schedule for office, 
warehouse and retail uses.  The proposed use is appropriate for a shared parking chart 
as martial arts academies typically have opposite peak hours of operation than those of 
office and warehouse uses.   The proposed total parking required is 184 spaces.  The 
subject property currently has 174 parking spaces and a 10 space waiver.  
 

 
 Exhibit #2 – Shared Parking Schedule 
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Summary of Findings    
 
Staff finds that parking the proposed martial arts academy as retail as acceptable and 
in concurrence with other similar uses.  
 
IV. Conclusions 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission GRANT AFP-2523-2013, 
AMENDMENT TO FINAL PLAN, FINDING IT IN CONFORMANCE WITH §24-170 
AND §24-172A OF THE CITY’S ZONING ORDINANCE, WITH NO (0) 
CONDITIONS. 
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PLANNING AND CODE ADMINISTRATION 

City of Gaithersburg · 31 South Summit Avenue · Gaithersburg, Maryland 20877 · Telephone: (301) 258-6330 · Fax: (301) 258-6336 
plancode@gaithersburgmd.gov · www.gaithersburgmd.gov 

AMENDMENT TO FINAL SITE OR SCHEMA TIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
APPLICATION 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Street Address 18753 North Frederick Avenue 41:- /).OO Previous Project Number ------

APPLICANT/BILLING CONTACT 

Suite No. 211 ----

Business Name Seneca Center II, LLC 

Primary Contact Paul L. Klinedinst 

Street Address 4405 East-West Highway 

City Bethesda State Maryland Zip Code 20814 
-----~~----

Telephone Numbers: Work Cell 301-980-3838 ---------------
301-656-7252 E-mail Address paul@KlinedinstMgt.com 

--~-~--------~------

OWNER 

Business Name Same 

Primary Contact 

Street Address Suite No. ------------------------------------------------------------- ------
City State Zip Code -------------------------------------------- ---------- -------
Telephone Numbers: Work Cell E-mail Address ---------------- -------- -----------------------
DEVELOPER 

Business Name Same ----------------------------------------
Primary Contact ---------------------------------------
Street Address -------------------------------------------------------
City State -------------------------------------------- ---------
Telephone Numbers: Work ---------------- Cell -------- E-mail Address _____________________ __ 

ATTORNEY 

Business Name N/A ----------------------------------------
Primary Contact -------------------------------------
Street Address -----------------------------------------------------------
City State -------------------------------------------- --------
Telephone Numbers: Work -------- Cell ------- E-mail Address ___________ _ 

ARCIDTECT 

Business Name N/ A MD Registration No. ----------------------------------------- ---------
Primary Contact ------------------------------------
Street Address Suite No. ------------------------------------------------------------
City State Zip Code -------------------------------------------- ----------
Telephone Numbers: Work ---------------- Cell --------- E-mail Address _____________________ __ 



ENGINEER 

Business Name N/ A MD Registration No. -------------------------------------------- -------------------
Primary Contact 

Street Address Suite No. ---------------------------------------------------------------
City State Zip Code ---------------------------------------------- ----------------
Telephone Numbers: Work Cell E-mail Address ---------------- ------------- -----------------------

GQ...lS.l.NI 
APPLICATION TYPE (check one only) ~ Amend Final Site Plan 0 Amend Schematic Development Plan 

PROPOSED PRIMARY USE (check one only) 0 Residential ~Non-Residential 0 Mixed Use 

PROPOSED UNIT TYPE 0 Residential Single Family 0 Residential Multi-Family 0 Office/Professional 0 Mixed Use 

0 Restaurant 0 Retail/Commercial 0 Other Use 

PARKING 0 Parking Waiver Needed No. of Spaces Required No. of Spaces Waived 

0 Height Waiver Needed 

SITE PLAN NUMBER TO AMEND SP-05-0009 

USE (Amendment to Schematic Development Plan only) 

0Change in Use 0No Change in Use 0Change Other than to Use 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Change of use to permit a martial arts academy 
Change the parking calculation from 1/SOOsfto shared use parking calculation 

SITE DETAILS 

Site Area Square Feet 174,828 Number of Lots 

Site Area Acres 4.0135 Number of Dwelling Units/Acre 

Green Area Parking Spaces Provided 

Green Area% 30% Height of Tallest Building (ft.) 

Height of Tallest Building (stories) 

SQUARE FOOTAGE- NON-RESIDENTIAL 

Retail 

Restaurant (A) 

Restaurant (B) 

Restaurant (C) 

UNIT COUNTS- RESIDENTIAL 

Single Family Detached Units 

Townhouse Units 

Duplex Units 

Office/Professional 

Educationalllnstitutional/Religious 

Industrial 

Other (please specifY) 

Apartment Units 

Condominium Units 

Other (please specifY) 

Total Number Residential Units none 

n/a 

174 

45' 

2 

38,372 

6,820 ------
16,708 

Storage: 25,935 

See Next Page for Submittal Requirements 



SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS- Amendment to Final Site Plan (see Site Plan Checklist at www.gaithersburgmd.gov (Documents & Fonns) 

SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS - MXD Zone or CD Zone Schematic Development with Change in Use 

0Statement of Proposed Change 

0Concept Stormwater Management Plan, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF 

0Approved NR1 and FSD Plans, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF 

0Traffic Impact Study 

0Proof of APFO Compliance 

0Green Building Checklist 

0Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF 

0Site, Architectural and Detail Plans, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF 

0Statement of Master Plan Compliance 

0Modified Staging or Phasing Plan, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF (optional) 

0Modified Covenant or Other Agreement (optional) 

0Preliminary Affordable Housing Plan (optional) 

0Preliminary Stormwater Management Plans, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF (optional) 

0Final Traffic Impact Study (optional) 

SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS- CD Zone- Concept Plan Change in Use 

0 Statement of Proposed Change 

0Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF 

0Site, Architectural and Detail Plans, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF 

0Concept Stormwater Management Plan, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF (optional) 

0Approved NR1 and FSD Plans, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF (optional) 

0Traffic Impact Study (optional) 

0Proof of APFO Compliance (optional) 

0Green Building Checklist (optional) 

SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS- CD Zone- Concept Plan Change Other Than to Use 

0Statement of Proposed Change 

0Site, Architectural and Detail Plans, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF 

0Concept Stormwater Management Plan, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF (optional) 

QApproved NR1 and FSD Plans, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF (optional) 

0Traffic Impact Study (optional) 

QProof of APFO Compliance (optional) 

0Green Building Checklist (optional) 

SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS- CD Zone- Schematic Development Plan Change Other Than to Use 

0 Statement of Proposed Change 

0Site, Architectural and Detail Plans, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF 

0Statement of Master Plan Compliance 

0Preliminary Affordable Housing Plan (optional) 

0Preliminary Stormwater Management Plans, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF (optional) 

0Final Traffic Impact Study (optional) 

0Modified Staging or Phasing Plan, One (1) hard copy, One (1) digital copy (DWF preferred) or PDF (optional) 

0Modified Covenant or Other Agreement (optional) 





  
 

 STAFF COMMENTS FOR PLANNING COMMISSION 
  
 

MEETING DATE:  May 15, 2013 
 
SCHEM. DEV. PLAN: SDP-1842-2013 
 
TITLE:    THE CROWN 2/2  
 
REQUEST:   RECOMMENDATION TO M&CC 
 
ADDRESS:   SUBJECT PROPERTY IS LOCATED ALONG 

COPLEY PLACE AND  DIAMONDBACK DRIVE 
 
ZONE:    MXD (MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT)ZONE 
 
 
APPLICANT/REPRESENTATIVE/ATTORNEY/DEVELOPER: (as 
applicable) 
 
Applicant:                            VII CROWN FARM OWNER LLC 
Engineer:                             VIKA 
Architect:                             LESSARD 
 
STAFF PERSON:  Rob Robinson, Lead 
     Long Range Planning 
 
Enclosures: 
 
Staff Analysis 
Index of Memorandum and Exhibits (In Bold) 
 
 



See attached Staff Analysis 



 
 
MEMORANDUM TO: Planning Commission   

 
FROM: Rob Robinson, Lead, Long Range Planning  
 
DATE: May 9, 2013 

 
SUBJECT: Staff Analysis: Application SDP-1842-2013:  
 Crown Neighborhood 1: 70 2/2 Condo Units 
 
 
 
APPLICANT/OWNER 
 
VII Crown Farm Owner LLC c/o 
Westbrook Properties 
10740 Parkridge Boulevard, Suite 110 
Reston, VA 20191 
 
TAX MAP REFERENCE: 
 
Tax Map: FS42 
 
TAX ACCOUNT NUMBERS:  
 
Outlot B, Block C – ID #09-03686832 
 
REQUEST 
 
VII Crown Farm Owner LLC, has submitted Schematic Development Plan (SDP) 
application SDP-1842-2013. This plan, in accordance with the approved and amended X-
182 annexation agreement and Sketch Plan Z-315, proposes converting a multi-family 
building to seventy (70) fee-simple 2-over-2 condominium units in Neighborhood 1 of the 
Crown development.  
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GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
LOCATION: 
 
The subject 2-over-2 parcel being considered is bounded by Diamondback Drive to the 
North and West; Copley Place to the east, across from the approved future Capital One 
Bank; and the future Category I forest conservation area to the south. 
 

 
Crown Farm Neighborhoods 1 & 2 and Proposed 2/2 Location 

 
PROJECT BACKGROUND1 
 
The Crown project is a large scale transit-oriented, mixed-use development. This project 
has been a priority for the City since its annexation into the City in 2006. The project was 
purchased out of bankruptcy in January of 2010. The current owners, VII Crown Farm 
Owner, LLC, submitted a revised sketch plan application, Z-315, and a Second 

1 Reference Exhibit 45: Preliminary Background Report for additional background information including Zoning & Ste 
Plan History, Public Facilities, and application reviewed at public hearing. 
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Amendment to the X-182 Annexation Agreement that were both approved December 6, 
2010. Schematic Development Plan (SDP) application SDP-11-001 was then submitted 
and approved on April 4, 2011 by resolution R-28-11. That SDP approved Neighborhoods 1 
and 2 of the Crown development. SDP-11-001 approved a multi-family building in the then 
defined block F of Neighborhood 1(now block C) containing an estimated 234 units defined 
in the approved parking distribution plan.  
 
The proposed subject application has been submitted in accordance with Chapter 5(v) of 
the Second Amendment to the X-182 Annexation Agreement which reads: 
 

“(v) Owner, at its option, may develop 2-over-2 residential units on the 
Crown Village Property and such housing type will be deemed to 
constitute multi-family dwelling units for the purposes of the Approved 
Sketch Plan.” 

 
A joint public hearing was held on SDP-1842-2013 April 15, 20132. During the course of the 
hearing the following aspects of the proposed plan were discussed: 
 

• The proposed conversion to 2-over-2 units; 
• The size and purpose of the pocket green; 
• The conceptual architectural elevations; and 
• The connectivity to the surrounding neighborhoods and adequacy of parking. 

 
The Council made note of the inclusion of a new home-ownership opportunity rather than a 
rental product. Comments provided by the Council included assurance of adequacy and 
distribution of affordable housing; refinement of rear elevations to provide contrast; and the 
possible inclusion of an additional point of emergency ingress/egress from the site There 
was no testimony from the public and at the time of the Planning Commission’s record 
closing, no further comments have been received . In response to comments, the Applicant 
and design team have revised and resubmitted the plan, including a letter summarizing the 
changes. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 Ex 64 Draft Minutes April 15th Hearing 

 3 Staff Analysis SDP-1842-2013 
 

                                                           



  

SCHEMATIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN PROPOSAL: 
 

 
Revised SDP Site Plan 

 
The application, SDP-1842-2013, proposes the construction of seventy (70) 2-over-2 
condominium units3. The unit sticks are designed to relate and address either the adjoining 
exterior roads or the interior pocket green. The individual structures housing each 2-over-2 
measure twenty-four and a half (24.5) feet by fifty (50) feet in depth. 
 
 

3 Exs 47-48 

 4 Staff Analysis SDP-1842-2013 
 

                                                           



  

 
 
The following is the parking summary for SDP-1842-20134 as discussed during the public 
hearing: 
 

 
 
 
There are twenty-seven (27) on-street spaces immediately adjacent to the subject parcel 
available to serve as guest / overflow parking. These on-street spaces were not identified 

4 Ex 52 
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with or tabulated toward any of the other uses approved under SDP-11-001. These on-
street spaces provide access to the units either through adjacent sidewalks, or walks 
providing interior access. Staff is supportive as to the adequacy of spaces and agrees that 
additional on-site spaces should not be included due to impacts to the site’s interior 
open/green space. 
 
As shown on the plan, an interior pocket green has been incorporated into the design5. 
While the future residents of this proposal would be included in the Crown HOA and have 
access to the future HOA facility located in Neighborhood 3, it was felt an immediate 
amenity should be included in the design.  The purpose is to provide a passive green 
affording the residents a communal gathering place for themselves. The Crown central 
green, located in the commercial core, and the aforementioned proposed HOA Facility are 
within a quarter mile and half mile walk respectively for more active or program-centric 
activities. 
 

 
 

5 Ex 50a-b Full Landscape Plan Set including Pocket Green  

 6 Staff Analysis SDP-1842-2013 
 

                                                           



  

 
 
 
 
CHANGES TO PLAN RESUBMISSION: 
 
In response to the comments received during the public hearing and from staff, the 
Applicant has submitted a revised plan set6. Minor changes include the correction of 
labeling errors. Though not part of the SDP approval process, in response to hearing 
questions staff has included the proposed Preliminary Affordable Housing Plan7 currently 

6 Ex 61 
7 Ex 59 
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being reviewed for approval per the City Code8. As stated during the public hearing, 
affordable housing is governed under the terms of the X-182 Annexation Agreement. The 
Agreement requires 12.5% of total residential units be MPDUs, with no more than 80% 
being fulfilled through multi-family units. The Applicant has proposed amending the existing 
approved plan by designating six (6) 2-over-2 units as MPDUs. This change reflects the 
percentage of 2-over-2 units proportional to the total residential. Staff is supportive of this 
proposal. 
 

 
 

 
Design Guidelines: 
 
The Applicant has submitted supplementary Design Guidelines as part of this SDP 
application9. These guidelines will amend the Design Guidelines approved for 

8 Regulation 01-09: Affordable Housing requires that an Affordable Housing Plan be approved prior to any final action 
on a schematic development plan by the Council 
9 Ex 60 

 8 Staff Analysis SDP-1842-2013 
 

                                                           



  

Neighborhoods 1 and 2 to specifically address 2-over-2 design and the vision for the pocket 
green. Standards established in the current approved Design Guidelines remain in effect.  
 
There are four General Building Guidelines: 
 
1) Articulate Massing and Facades 
2) Build in the Tradition of Simple Yet Elegant Designs using Traditional, High-Quality, and 

Durable Materials Throughout the Community 
3) Embellish the Streets with Private Outdoor Spaces, Design Building Facades to 

Respond to these Spaces, and Emphasize the Main Entries of Buildings 
4) Incorporate Shading Devices as a Unifying Design Feature 
 
These reiterate and reinforce the General Guidelines established for both Townhomes and 
Single-family residential units. The Applicant, in response to staff comments, has submitted 
revised Guidelines further defining additional material, design and landscaping standards.  
         
Elevations: 
 
The Applicant has submitted revised rear elevations10, responding to comments received 
regarding the impact grade changes have on the unifying appearance on the rears. The 
conceptual elevations include a trim piece/corner board at each lot common wall to further 
emphasize and define building sections. The necessary grade-related building steps will 
occur at these defined wall lines, minimizing what was referred to as the “earthquake” 
effect. At the time of a final site plan, additional elements may be considered such as 
differing color schemes or materials. 
 

 
Public Hearing Elevation 

10 Ex 51 
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Revised Elevation 

 
Staff supports this proposed change and will continue to work with the Applicant on final 
plan elevations.  
 
Secondary Access: 
 
A focal point of discussion during the public hearing concerned access points into the site 
and a desire for a secondary means of emergency ingress/egress should the sole entry 
ever be blocked. The Applicant, as part of the formal response letter, included an analysis 
of the six alternatives studied to address The Council’s concern and their preferred 
alternative, reflected on the resubmission plans.  
 
The Applicant, as part of the alternative analysis, specifically analyzed the net traffic impact 
of the conversion from the approved 234 multifamily units to the proposed 70 2-over-2 
units, the need for multiple access points, and the six access alternatives being considered. 
The traffic impact analysis was performed by the Traffic Group11 and reviewed by 
Engineering Services Director Mumpower12. Staff agrees with the findings of the Traffic 
Group’s report.  
 
In addition to the Traffic Group’s report (traffic impacts), the Applicant also reviewed the six 
alternatives in relation to development costs, units impacted, on-street parking impacts, and 
forest conservation. The six alternatives considered are: 
 

• Alternative 1 (Applicant’s preferred alternative): Add a low impact auxiliary driveway 
south of Unit 1 

• Alternative 1A: Add a low impact auxiliary driveway south of Unit 2 
• Alternative 2: Add a full movement two‐way entrance south of Unit 2 
• Alternative 3: Add a right in/right out drive connection between units 16‐19 
• Alternative 4: Extend main drive connection east to Diamondback Drive 
• Alternative 5: Add a right‐in right‐out connection at southern Diamondback Drive. 

11 Ex 62 
12 Ex 63 
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The Applicant’s hearing response letter includes sketches of the six alternatives plus a 
listing of the pros and cons of each alternative13. The following chart summarizes the 
alternatives analysis: 
 

 
 
Staff finds the information in the table to be reasonable. Staff concurs with the rejection of 
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. As shown, staff’s preferred alternative is Alternative 2; however, 
staff can support the Applicant’s preferred Alternative 1. Staff notes that a full second 
entryway is not needed from a traffic volume standpoint; neither Alternative 1 nor 2 require 
City ownership or maintenance responsibilities; there is no fatal engineering based flaw to 
preclude Alternative 1; and the overall cost/benefits favor Alternative 1. The Applicant will 
work with staff to refine Alternative 1 regarding the following items prior to a final site plan 
submission: 
 

• Delineation of access path: Landscaping or some sort of hardscape, should be 
utilized so it is clear where the secondary access is located and ease maintenance 

• Provide additional turning movements so that all movements are shown ensuring 
design vehicles can stay entirely on the path or if a larger path width will be 
required. 

• Provide a profile for the secondary access 

13 Ex 61 
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• Provide a detail for the grass paver and other materials to be used 
• Include a hardscaped apron for either end of access path and provide detail. 

 
There were no further substantive changes to the proposed plan. The resubmitted plan set 
was amended to reflect the changes discussed and provide continuity throughout each 
individual subset.  
 
 
STAFF FINDINGS ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
SDP-1842-2013 
 
FINDINGS: 
 
Approval of SDP-1842-2013, by the City Council is dependent upon the findings required 
under § 24-160D.10 of the City Code. The following outlines the required findings and 
justifications for a City Council approval of application SDP-1842-2013: 
 
(1)   The plan is substantially in accord with the approved sketch plan:  
 
Approved Sketch Plan Z-315 identifies both multi-family and single family attached units as 
allowable residential with a density range between 650 and 1200 units. The proposed SDP-
1842-2013 meets these requirements and is substantially in accord with Z-315. 
 
(2)   The plan meets or accomplishes the purposes, objectives and minimum standards and 
requirements of the zone:  
 

a) Application SDP-1842-2013 provides Design Guidelines that ensure design flexibility 
and coordination of architectural style of buildings and landscaping.  

b) Application SDP-1842-2013 contributes to the mix of land uses including residential, 
commercial, recreational, and open space that work to complement one another 
within a neighborhood framework, defining Crown. 

c) Application SDP-1842-2013 helps ensure the compatibility of the various Crown 
residential neighborhoods by providing an open space use and amenity within a new 
residential housing type.  

d) Application SDP-1842-2013, as submitted,  encourages the efficient use of land by: 
locating residential uses convenient to employment and retail; reducing reliance 
upon automobile use with a dense compact design with proximity to a town center; 
encourages pedestrian and other non-vehicular circulation systems through the use 
of various width paths that connect the proposed use with the various adjoingin 
neighborhoods; and retaining and providing useable open space by way of the open 
pocket green.  
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(3)   The plan is in accord with the area master plan and any accompanying special 
condition or requirements contained in said master plan for the area under consideration:  
 
The 2009 Land Use Element of the City’s Master Plan identified the Crown Property as 
Map Designation 21. The Land Use Element states, “The X-182 Annexation Agreement 
and subsequent amendments thereto act as master plan recommendations” to which SDP-
1842-2013 complies. 
 
(4)   The plan will be internally and externally compatible and harmonious with existing and 
planned land uses in the MXD zoned area and adjacent areas:  
 
The approved mix of land uses for the Crown development; both single and multi-family 
residential and commercial, are compatible with the surrounding existing uses. The Crown 
development will provide shoppers and employees for the Rio/Washingtonian Center and 
future Life Sciences Center; the proposed 257,400 square feet of commercial space will 
serve the existing neighboring residential developments, the future Life Sciences Center, 
as well as the Crown residents. The design of the proposed 2-over-2 units helps to further 
complete the holistic vision set forth for the entire Crown development.  
 
(5)   That existing or planned public facilities are adequate to service the proposed 
development contained in the plan:  
 
Application SDP-1842-2013 is but one facet of the greater Crown development therefore 
the whole project’s findings are applicable to the subject application. 
 

a) Crown is currently within the Gaithersburg Cluster of the Montgomery County Public 
School (MCPS) system. Students generated by this development will attend 
Rosemont Elementary School, Forest Oak Middle School, and Gaithersburg High. 

b) WSSC has received the Montgomery County approved category change to provide 
both water and sewer to the Crown development. 

c) The proposed Off-Site road improvements will mitigate impacts from the 
development, subject to MCDOT and SHA approval. 

d) The site is currently served by two (2) existing fire stations. 
 
(6)   That the development staging or phasing program is adequate in relation to the 
provision of public facilities and private amenities to service the proposed development: 
 
Paragraph 27 of the Second Amendment to the X-182 Annexation Agreement establishes a 
cap on available yearly building permits to minimize impacts. In addition, items such as 
clubhouse construction and off/on-site road improvements are tied to issued building 
permits to ensure the Crown development residents are properly served. 
 
(7)   That the plan, if approved, would be in the public interest: 
 
The proposed plan, SDP-1842-2013, adds to the variety of housing types at Crown. The 
proposed 2-over-2 units provide homeowners with another housing unit type that increases 
homeownership options within Crown and the City of Gaithersburg, a stated goal of the 
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City. The 2-over-2 units will provide yet another price point option for homeownership within 
Crown and further realize the vision that Crown will be a sustainable and livable community 
accommodating all demographics. The plan is organized through the application of good 
design principles; to have a strong sense of place; and a distinct identity while providing a 
larger tax base for the City to generate additional revenue that helps support a wider array 
of public programs, services, and improvements. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff is supportive of the subject application. The Applicant has implemented the Design 
Guidelines and proposed a project designed to create a strong visual first impression at two 
gateway entrances into Crown. The contemporary and urban architectural theme will 
integrate well with the Downtown Crown area. The proposed plan incorporates a “Pocket 
Green” that provides a unique amenity for the residents. The new plan adds to the variety 
of housing types and price point options in Crown and increases homeownership 
opportunities within both Crown and the City of Gaithersburg, a stated goal of the City. The 
proposed plan further realizes the overall vision for Crown. 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission, upon the findings presented herein, 
recommend approval of SDP-1842-2013 to the Mayor & City Council with the following 
conditions: 
 
Applicant is to work with staff to refine design details of the secondary access prior to final 
plan approval; and 
 
Applicant is to amend the comprehensive Forest Conservation Plan for approval prior to 
submission of any Neighborhood 3 planning applications. 
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SECOND AMENDMENT TO ANNEXATION AGREEMENT 

Tax ID Nos.: 09-0769292 
09-0777372 
09-0769270 
09-0769268 
09-0769304 
09-2740331 

THIS SECOND AMENDMENT TO ANNEXATION AGREEMENT (this 
"Amendment") is made this i h day of December, 2010 by and between the CITY OF 
GAITHERSBURG, MARYLAND, a 'municipal corporation of the State of Maryland 
("Gaithersburg" or the "City"), and VII CROWN FARM OWNER, LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Owner"). 

RECIT ALS: 

A. Gaithersburg and Crown Village Farm, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("Crown Village"), entered into an Annexation Agreement (X-182), dated August 7, 
2006, and recorded among the Land Records of Montgomery County, Maryland (the "Land 
Records") in Liber 33843 at folio 291 (the "Original Agreement"). Under the Original 
Agreement, certain real property was annexed by the City to encompass such property within the 
corporate limits of the City (the "Property"). The Property is further described in the Original 
Agreement. 

B. The Original Agreement was modified by a First Amendment to Annexation 
Agreement dated March 10, 2008 which was not recorded among the Land Records (the "First 
Amendment"). As provided below, this Amendment nullifies and supersedes the First 
Amendment in its entirety. Therefore, the term "Agreement", as used in this Amendment, shall 
mean the Original Agreement only and shall not include the First Amendment. 

C. The Property annexed by the Agreement includes the Crown Village Property (as 
defined in the Agreement). Owner is the current owner of the Crown Village Property, having 
acquired such parcel from Crown Village by deed dated December 29,2009 and recorded among 
the Land Records in Liber 38570 at folio 246. At the time of the conveyance, Crown Village 
assigned all of its right, title, and interest under the Agreement to Owner by an Assignment of 
Annexation Agreement dated December 29, 2009 and recorded among the Land Records in 
Liber 38570 at folio 318. 

D. In addition to providing for the annexation of the Crown Village Property, the 
Agreement sets forth detailed terms and conditions regarding the development of the Crown 
Village Property. Gaithersburg and Owner have agreed that it is in the best interest of all parties 
concerned that certain of these terms and conditions be modified. 

E. Accordingly, Gaithersburg and Owner are entering into this Amendment to 
modify the Agreement in certain respects. Gaithersburg and Owner are also entering into this 
Amendment to confirm that certain requirements of the Agreement have already been satisfied. 

F. Although the Mayor and Council of Gaithersburg were parties to the Original 
Agreement and First Amendment, the execution of such documents by the Mayor and Council 
was extraneous and not necessary to bind the City under such documents. Accordingly, the 
Mayor and Council have not joined in the execution of this Amendment. The City Manager of 
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Gaithersburg is authorized to execute this Amendment on behalf of Gaithersburg and upon such 
execution,·this Amendment shall be fully binding upon the City. 

NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of 
which the parties acknowledge, Gaithersburg and Owner agree as follows: 

1. Unless otherwise defined in this Amendment, capitalized terms used in this 
Amendment shall have the same meanings as are set forth for them in the Agreement. 

2. The First Amendment shall be null and void and disregarded and is superseded in 
its entirety by this Amendment. 

3. In connection with its modified plan of development for the Crown Village 
Property, Owner has submitted to Gaithersburg, for Gaithersburg's approval, a revised sketch 
plan substantially in the form attached to and made a part of this Amendment as Exhibit "D" 
(the "New Sketch Plan"). The New Sketch Plan permits the Crown Village Property to be 
developed for the following uses and densities (collectively, the "Permitted Development"): 
(a) 2250 residential units in a variety of dwelling types, including single-family detached 
dwellings, single-family attached dwellings, and multi-family dwellings, and (ii) 320,000 square 
feet of retail and other commercial development. As shown in the New Sketch Plan, the 
Permitted Development will comprise six (6) Neighborhoods (each, a "Neighborhood") (rather 
than five (5) "Pods" as contemplated in the existing Approved Sketch Plan). Gaithersburg finds 
that the New Sketch Plan complies with all requirements of law, including the requirements of 
the MXD Zone, provides for an acceptable mix of housing types and commercial uses, and 
promotes the public interest and agrees that the Permitted Development is lawful and appropriate 
for the Crown Village Property. Gaithersburg shall approve the New Sketch Plan and shall use 
its best efforts to do so within the time frame set forth for such approval in the development 
schedule attached to and made a part of this Agreement as Exhibit "C" (the "Updated 
Development Schedule"). The New Sketch Plan, as approved by Gaithersburg, shall provide 
for the uses (including housing types), densities, and other matters set forth on Exhibit "D" 
(including the matters addressed in the notes on Exhibit "D") and shall otherwise be in full 
accordance with Exhibit "D" and this Amendment. 

4. To conform the Agreement to this Amendment, certain defined terms used in the 
Agreement, as modified by this Amendment, shall have the meanings set forth below: 

(a) "Revised Sketch Plan" shall mean the New Sketch Plan. 

(b) "Approved Sketch Plan" shall mean the New Sketch Plan as finally 
approved by Gaithersburg and as amended from time to time by Owner with Gaithersburg's 
approval. 

(c) "Permitted Development" shall have the meaning set forth in Paragraph 
3 of this Amendment. 

(d) "Pod" shall mean Neighborhood. 
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(e) "Development Schedule" shall mean the Updated Development 
Schedule. 

(f) "Crown Village" shall mean Owner. 

5. Paragraphs 1 (b) and 1 ( c) of the Agreement are deleted and the following is 
inserted in their place: 

(b) Subject to the terms of this Agreement, the development of the 
Property shall be in accordance with the MXD Zone, as presently in effect 
and contained in Section 24-160D.l, et seq., of the Gaithersburg Code, 
and the Approved Sketch Plan. The specific details of development for 
each Neighborhood, or sections within each Neighborhood, shall be 
determined by the schematic development plan applications ("SDP 
Applications") and final site plans ("Final Site Plans") submitted by 
Owner to Gaithersburg for such Neighborhood or section. The following 
shall apply in regard to the Permitted Development, and the formulation, 
review, and approval of SDP Applications and Final Site Plans and 
amendments to the same: 

(i) The total number of residential units which will be permitted to be 
developed upon the Crown Village Property is 2250, including MPDUs 
[defined in Paragraph 1 (c) below]. Such residential development is 
summarized as follows: 

Neighborhood 1: 

Neighborhood 2: 

Neighborhood 3: 

Neighborhood 5: 

650-1200 single family attached and 
multifamily units. 

320-420 single family detached, single 
family attached, and multifamily units. 

300-440 single family detached, single 
family attached, and multifamily units. 

300-900 single family attached and 
multifamily units. 

(ii) In Neighborhoods 1 and 5, Owner, at its option, may develop 
office uses as part of the permitted commercial development. In addition, 
Owner, at its option, may (A) substitute hotel uses for permitted 
multifamily residential uses at a conversion rate of 2.2 "keys" (hotel guest 
rooms) for each multifamily unit eliminated, and (B) substitute office uses 
for permitted multifamily residential uses at a conversion rate of 1,000 
square feet of office development for each multifamily unit eliminated, 
provided that no more than 400,000 square feet of office development (in 
addition to the 320,000 square feet of commercial development already 
included as part of the Permitted Development) shall be added in this 
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manner and, if required by law, Owner first obtains a modification of the 
Resolution of the Montgomery County Council (County Council 
Resolution No. 15-1428) which authorized Gaithersburg's annexation of 
the Property (th~ "County Authorizing Resolution") to permit such 
substitution of office development. 

(iii) Multi-family buildings shall not be required to contain ground
floor commercial uses. Commercial uses may be contained in stand alone 
single use buildings. 

(iv) Live/work units, workforce housing, and cottage-style housing 
units shall not be required to be provided within the project, although 
Owner, in its sole discretion, may elect to provide such housing types. 

(v) Owner, at its option, may develop 2-over-2 residential units on the 
Crown Village Property and such housing type will be deemed to 
constitute multi-family dwelling units for the purposes of the Approved 
Sketch Plan. 

(vi) Owner, at its option, may develop senior housing, together with 
related and accessory uses, on the Crown Village Property and such 
housing type will be deemed to constitute multi-family dwelling units for 
the purposes of the Approved Sketch Plan. 

(vii) It is the intent of the parties that while the Approved Sketch Plan 
shall establish the general scheme of development for the Crown Village 
Property, Owner shall be allowed reasonable flexibility in pursuing the 
Permitted Development in each Neighborhood through its processing of 
SDP Applications and Final Site Plans so that Owner may respond to the 
legitimate planning, engineering, and market factors then prevailing, 
provided that in all events O~er and Gaithersburg shall be bound by the 
use types, densities, and other matters noted on the Approved Sketch Plan 
as they relate to the Crown Village Property as a whole. 

(c) Owner shall provide twelve and one-half percent (12.5%) of the 
residential units constructed on the Crown Village Property as moderately 
priced dwelling units ("MPDUs") in compliance with the standards and 
requirements of the Moderately Priced Dwelling Unit Law of 
Montgomery County, Chapter 25A, Montgomery County Code, and 
implementing regulations, as in effect as of the Date of Annexation (the 
"County MPDU Law"), including the provisions pertaining to income 
eligibility, control periods, pricing, and management criteria, subject, 
however, to the terms of this Paragraph l(c). Although Owner shall 
comply with the standards and requirements of the County MPDU Law in 
providing MPDUs, Gaithersburg shall administer the MPDU program 
required by this Agreement and may establish a preference for City 
residents and workers. In all events, the following standards shall apply to 
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MEMORANDUM TO: Mayor and City Council 
 Planning Commission   

 
FROM: Rob Robinson, Lead, Long Range Planning   
 
DATE: March 22, 2013 

 
SUBJECT: Preliminary Background Report: Application SDP-1842-2013;  
 Crown Neighborhood 1: 70 2/2 Condo Units 
 
 
 
APPLICANT/OWNER 
 
VII Crown Farm Owner LLC c/o 
Westbrook Properties 
10740 Parkridge Boulevard, Suite 110 
Reston, VA 20191 
 
 
TAX MAP REFERENCE: 
 
Tax Map: F542 
 
 
TAX ACCOUNT NUMBER:  
 
Outlot B, Block C – ID #09-03686832 
 
 
REQUEST 
 
VII Crown Farm Owner LLC, has submitted Schematic Development Plan (SDP) 
application SDP-1842-2013. This plan, in accordance with the approved and amended X-
182 annexation agreement and Sketch Plan Z-315, proposes converting a multi-family 
building to seventy (70) fee-simple 2-over-2 condominium units in Neighborhood 1 of the 
Crown development.  
 
 
 
 

 1   



  

 
Crown Farm Neighborhoods 1 & 2 and Proposed 2/2 Location 

 
 
PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 
The Crown project is a large scale transit-oriented, mixed-use development. This project 
has been a priority for the City since its annexation into the City in 2006. The project was 
purchased out of bankruptcy in January of 2010. The current owners, VII Crown Farm 
Owner, LLC, submitted a revised sketch plan application, Z-315, and a Second 
Amendment to the X-182 Annexation Agreement that were both approved December 6, 
20101. Schematic Schematic Development Plan (SDP) application SDP-11-001 was then 
submitted and approved on April 4, 2011 by resolution R-28-11. That SDP approved 
Neighborhoods 1 and 2 of the Crown development2.  
 

1 Exhibit 38 
2 Exhibits 41-42 
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SDP-11-001 approved a multi-family building in the then defined block F of 
Neighborhood 1(now block C) containing an estimated 234 units defined in the 
approved parking distribution plan.  
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The proposed subject application has been submitted in accordance with Chapter 5(v) of 
the Second Amendment to the X-182 Annexation Agreement which reads3: 
 

“(v) Owner, at its option, may develop 2-over-2 residential units on the 
Crown Village Property and such housing type will be deemed to 
constitute multi-family dwelling units for the purposes of the Approved 
Sketch Plan4.” 

 
The Applicant has chosen to amend the approved SDP-11-001 by submitting a new SDP 
application in accordance with §24-198(c)(3)c. of the City Code. A letter outlining the vision 
and facets of this proposal has been submitted by the Applicant5, part of which reads: 
 

“The new plan adds to the variety of housing types at Crown. The proposed 
two over two units provide homeowners with yet another housing type that 
increases homeownership options within Crown and the City of Gaithersburg, 
a stated goal of the City. The two over two units will provide Crown residents 
a unique opportunity to live more like a townhome within a condominium 
ownership structure. The two over two units will provide yet another price 
point option for homeownership within Crown and further realize the vision 
that Crown will be community accommodating all demographics.” 

 
 
 
 
 

3 Exhibit 39 
4 The proposed 70 units will count towards the density cap for Neighborhood 1as multi-family units. The balance of units 
between the original 234 and 70 may be transferred to Neighborhood 5 per the X-182 Agreement and the Z-315 Sketch 
Plan as long as total units do not exceed 2250 for the entire development. 
5 Exhibit 43 
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ZONING AND SITE PLAN HISTORY: 
 
Annexation: 
 
The Mayor & City Council approved the Crown Farm annexation, application X-182, into 
the City August 7, 2006 by resolution R-82-06.  In addition to the annexation approval, the 
Mayor & City Council also established MXD (Mixed Use Development) zoning for the 
Crown Farm and approved the associated sketch plan by ordinance O-8-06. The approved 
sketch plan was based upon and further defined by the approved X-182 Annexation 
Agreement.  
 
The sketch plan and agreement established a mix of uses including 2,250 residential units 
in a variety of dwelling unit types and 320,000 square feet of commercial/retail 
development, divided among six (6) Pods. Two of the Pods would have neither housing nor 
commercial components; one is a future Montgomery County school site (Pod 6) and the 
other (Pod 4), a City park.  
 
Original Site Development Plans: 
 
Crown Village Farm LLC, The original Crown developers, following approval of the original 
X-182 sketch plan, submitted SDP application SDP-06-005, which focused primarily on 
Neighborhoods 2 and 3 and the associated base infrastructure needed for the entire site. 
The SDP application was approved by the Mayor and City Council by resolution R-51-07 on 
May 21, 2007.  
 
Following SDP-06-005 approval, Crown Village Farm LLC, submitted Amended Sketch 
Plan application Z-310. This application proposed a re-allocation of housing units among 
two of the original pods established by the X-182 Sketch Plan. The maximum cap of 2,250 
overall units, 320,000 square feet of commercial and respective height requirements for 
each pod remained unchanged from the original approved sketch plan. Sketch Plan Z-310 
was approved by the Mayor and City Council March 3, 2008 by ordinance O-1-08. This 
approval coincided with the First Amendment to the X-182 Annexation Agreement. 

 
The approval of Z-310 allowed for the submission of SDP-06-006. This SDP complied with 
Z-310 and covered Neighborhood 1. This SDP was approved by the Mayor and City 
Council June 2, 2008 by resolution R-48-08. 
 
With the approved Z-310 sketch plan and the two SDPs, SDP-06-005 and SDP-06-006, the 
developer then applied for and received final site plan approval for the following 
applications: 
 

• SP-07-0004: Neighborhood 3 Phase I; August 8, 2007 
• SP-07-0013: Neighborhood 3 Phase II; October 17, 2007 
• SP-08-0002: Neighborhood 2; May 21, 2008 
• SP-08-0004: Neighborhood 1 Infrastructure; August 6, 2008 
• SP-10-0002: Neighborhood 1; March 10, 2010 
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While these final site plan approvals remained vested, the original developers for the 
Crown Farm went into bankruptcy and the project was stopped. As stated in the Project 
Background, the project was purchased out of bankruptcy in January of 2010 and the 
current owners submitted a revised sketch plan application, Z-315, and a Second 
Amendment to the X-182 Annexation Agreement. 
 
Application Z-315 and 2nd X-182 Annexation Agreement: 
 
The Z-315 application, approved December 6, 2010 by ordinance O-27-10 proposed a re-
distribution of housing units and types, with an increase in single family units, among the 
original neighborhoods established by the Z-310 Sketch Plan. The boundaries of the six 
neighborhoods were changed with a noted increase to Neighborhood 2, a decrease to 
Neighborhood 5, and the siting of the future HOA facility along Decoverly Drive to be more 
central to the two served neighborhoods.  The maximum cap of 2,250 overall residential 
units and 320,000 square feet of commercial, a City Park, and future school site on 
approximately 180 acres of land to be divided into six (6) neighborhoods remains 
unchanged from the original X-182 annexation and Z-310 Sketch Plan. This application 
reflected the changes that were incorporated into the 2nd Amended X-182 Annexation 
Agreement, negotiated between the City and VII Crown Farm Owner, LLC.  
 
As it relates to the overall Crown Project, Z-315 approved the following: 
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Approved Z-315 Sketch Plan 

 
Current Site Development Plans: 

 
Following the approval of Z-315, SDP-11-001 was then submitted and approved on April 4, 
2011 by resolution R-28-11. That SDP approved Neighborhoods 1 and 2 of the Crown 
development. This SDP then allowed a sucession of final site plans and amendments to be 
submitted and approved:  
 

• SP-11-0010: Neighborhood 1 Infrastructure; June 15, 2011 
• SP-11-0011: Neighborhood 2 Infrastructure; September 7, 2011 
• SP-11-0012: Neighborhood 1 Commercial Core; January 18, 2012 
• SP-11-0013: Neighborhood 1 Capital One Bank; September 7, 2011 
• SP-11-0018: Neighborhood 1 ROW & Townhome Infrastructure; March 7, 2012 
• AFP-12-013: Neighborhood 2 KB Architecture; July 25, 2012 
• AFP-12-016: Neighborhood 2 Pulte Architecture; July 25, 2012 
• AFP-0747-2012: Neighborhood 1 Capital One Bank; September 5, 2012 
• AFP-0951-2012: Neighborhood 1 Harris Teeter; October 17, 2012 
• AFP-1017-2012: Neighborhood 2 Entry Feature; September 19, 2012 
• AFP-1603-2012: Neighborhood 2 MI Architecture; January 2, 2013 
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At the time of this report’s writing, the application, SDP-1641-2012: Crown HOA facility is 
scheduled for the Council’s policy discussion and possible final action of approval on April 
2, 2013. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
LOCATION: 
 
Crown is bordered by Sam Eig Highway to the west, Fields Road to the north and Omega 
Drive to the east. The subject parcel of the application being considered is bounded by 
Diamondback Drive to the North and West; Copley Place to the east, across from the 
approved future Capital One Bank; and the future Category I forest conservation area to 
the south. 

 
Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO): 
 
In accordance with §24-244, “Applicability,” the Crown development is not subject to the 
APFO requirements as it was the subject of an annexation agreement prior to the effective 
date of the Article; however, the following is noted:  
 
Water and Sewer Services and Public Utilities 
 
The original water and sewer categories for the Crown Farm were W-1 (areas served by 
community systems which are either existing or under construction) and S-6 (areas where 
there is no planned community service either within the ten-year scope of the Ten Year 
Comprehensive Water Supply and Sewerage Systems Plan or beyond that time period).  On 
November 3, 2006, the Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection 
(DEP) granted approval amending the County’s “Comprehensive Water Supply and 
Sewerage Systems Plan” (CWSP) so that the new Crown Farm sewer category would be 
S-3 (areas where improvements to or construction of new community systems will be given 
immediate priority and service will generally be provided within two years or as 
development and requests for community service are planned and scheduled). With 
construction under way in Neighborhood 1, the current sewer category for this 
neighborhood is S-1(areas served by community systems which are either existing or under 
construction). 
 
Fire and Emergency Services 
 
The Crown Property currently resides within the ten (10) minute response areas of the 
Montgomery County Fire & Rescue Rockville stations, numbers 3 and 31. 
 
Schools 
 
The Crown Farm, including this SDP application, is currently within the Gaithersburg 
Cluster of the Montgomery County Public School (MCPS) system. Students generated by 
this development will attend Rosemont Elementary School, Forest Oak Middle School, and 
Gaithersburg High. 
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Traffic Impacts 
 
The X-182 annexation application included a Traffic Impact Analysis, performed by The 
Traffic Group Inc. Following annexation, this document continued to be further refined and 
more data added. The final Traffic Impact Analysis was completed July 26, 2006. This 
document defined those intersections that may need mitigation as a result of the proposed 
development.  
As part of the approved Crown application SDP-06-005, an Off-Site Road Improvement 
Plan was submitted. This plan is based upon the findings in the July 26, 2006 Traffic Impact 
Analysis. The plan will mitigate those impacts identified in the analysis. These 
improvements would occur on both Montgomery County and Maryland State owned and 
maintained roads. As such, the State Highway Administration and Montgomery County 
Department of Public Works & Transportation have final review and approval of the 
proposed improvements and may choose not to perform the actions. The Off-Site Road 
Improvement Plan carried through with the Z-315 application: 
 
1) The applicant will commence the construction of, or participate in the cost of 

construction of, the following improvements by the issuance of the 100th residential 
building permit or the commencement of construction of 50,000 square feet of 
Commercial Retail Development: 

i) Sam Eig Highway and Fields Road Improvements, including additional turn 
lanes, lane widening, and installing roundabouts. (Improvements 1-4) 

ii) MD 119 (Great Seneca Highway) and Sam Eig Highway Road Improvements 
(Improvement 5) 

iii) Shady Grove Road and Darnestown Road Improvements (Improvement 7) 
iv) 119 (Great Seneca Highway) and Muddy Branch Road Improvements 

(Improvement 10) 
 
2) The applicant will commence the construction of, or participate in the cost of 

construction of, by the earlier of the issuance of the 250th residential building permit or 
the commencement of construction of 100,000 square feet of Commercial Retail 
Development: 

i) Diamondback Drive and Decoverly Drive Road Improvements (Improvement 8) 
ii) MD 119 (Great Seneca Highway) and Decoverly Drive Road Improvements 

(Improvement 11) 
iii) Extend auxiliary lane from Sam Eig Highway back to Decoverly Drive 

(Improvement 11) 
 

3) The applicant will commence the construction of, or participate in the cost of 
construction of, the following improvements by the issuance of the 500th residential 
building permit or the commencement of construction of 200,000 square feet of 
Commercial Retail Development: 

i) MD 28 and Omega Drive – Medical Center Drive Road Improvements 
(Improvement 6) 

ii) Shady Grove Road and Corporate Drive Road Improvements (Improvement 9) 
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iii) Extend auxiliary lane from I-270 ramp southerly to Corporate Drive (Improvement 
9) 

MD 28 and Shady Grove Road Improvements (Improvement 12) 
 

These improvements have either been constructed or have been cost estimated and 
bonded in accordance with the terms of the X-182 Agreement. 
 
 
SCHEMATIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN PROPOSAL: 
 

 
Exhibit 22 

 
The application, SDP-1842-2013, proposes the construction of seventy (70) 2-over-2 
condominium units. The unit sticks are designed to relate and address either the adjoining 
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exterior roads or the interior pocket green. The individual structures housing each 2-over-2 
measure twenty-four and a half (24.5) feet by fifty (50) feet in depth. 
 

 
 
 
 
The following is the parking summary for SDP-1842-20136: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

6 Exhibit 27 
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Parking for the units is facilitated in private driveways and garages.  
 

 
 
There are twenty-seven (27) on-street spaces immediately adjacent to the subject parcel 
(in red) available to serve as guest / overflow parking. These on-street spaces were not 
identified with or tabulated toward any of the other uses approved under SDP-11-001. 
These on-street spaces provide access to the units either through adjacent sidewalks, or 
walks providing interior access (in blue).  
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As shown on the plan, an interior pocket green has been incorporated into the design7. 
While the future residents of this proposal would be included in the Crown HOA and have 
access to the future HOA facility currently under review, it was felt an immediate amenity 
should be included in the design.  The purpose is to provide a passive green affording the 
residents a communal gathering place for themselves. The Crown central green, located in 
the commercial core, and the aforementioned proposed HOA Facility are within a quarter 
mile and half mile walk respectively for more active or program-centric activities. 
 

 
 
 

7 Exhibits 24a-b 
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Design Guidelines: 
 
The Applicant has submitted supplementary Design Guidelines as part of this SDP 
application8. These guidelines will amend the Design Guidelines approved for 
Neighborhoods 1 and 2 to specifically address 2-over-2 design and the vision for the pocket 
green. Standards established in the current approved Design Guidelines remain in effect.  
 
There are four General Building Guidelines: 
 
1) Articulate Massing and Facades 
2) Build in the Tradition of Simple Yet Elegant Designs using Traditional, High-Quality, and 

Durable Materials Throughout the Community 
3) Embellish the Streets with Private Outdoor Spaces, Design Building Facades to 

Respond to these Spaces, and Emphasize the Main Entries of Buildings 
4) Incorporate Shading Devices as a Unifying Design Feature 
 
These reiterate and reinforce the General Guidelines established for both Townhomes and 
Single-family residential units. The material standards also reflect those approved for both 
Townhomes and Single-family residential units; however, staff will continue to work with the 
Applicant on further refining these standards, namely, acceptable materials for exteriors.  
 
The last section to this amendment concerns open space elements to address options for 
the pocket green, such as outdoor kitchens and firepits. Landscaping standards were 
established under the original approved Design Guidelines and will be applied to the pocket 
green. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8 Exhibit 35 
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Conceptual Elevations: 
 
The Applicant has submitted conceptual architectural elevations9. These proposals reflect 
the principles discussed in the Design Guidelines. Variations in height, materials, and 
detailing are being combined to create a unique 2-over-2 product that deviates from the 
typical suburban townhome look and better relates to the architecture proposed for the 
commercial core. Materials proposed include brick, hardy panel, and cementitious board 
and batten. The conceptual elevations shown reflect unit lots 1-8 and lots 17-20 conditions. 
 

 
 

9 Exhibits 25a-b 
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The Applicant has also included a key unit plan that will, at the time of final site plan, 
provide enhanced architectural elevations for those particular units10. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10 Exhibit 26 
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SUMMARY: 
 
The applicant has submitted for consideration schematic development plan application 
SDP-1842-2013. This is a complete application as defined by § 24-160D.9.(b), Application 
for Schematic Development Plan Approval, of the City Code. A joint public hearing before 
the Mayor & City Council and the Planning Commission has been scheduled for April 15, 
2013.  
 
Staff will continue to work with the applicant on refining the plan following the public 
hearing. Staff has identified details of the plan that need further examination, specifically: 
 

• Design Guidelines material standards 
• Correcting street labeling errors on plans 
• The review of various retaining and screening walls for materials and conflicts with 

utilities and rights of way. 
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FRONT ELEVATION SIDE (HIGH-PROFILE) ELEVATION 

SIDE ELEVATION REAR ELEVATION 



BLOCK C CONDOMINIUMS 2-OVER-2 (LOTS 2 & 3)
(1 GARAGE AND 1 DRIVEWAY SPOT PER LIVING SPACE)

PARKING 
REQUIRED

140
140.0

140.0
PARKING PROVIDED

GARAGE PARKING 70
DRIVEWAY PARKING 70
ON-STREET PARKING 27
 PROVIDED 167 167

REQ. PARKING SPACES PER UNIT

2

#UNITS

70















Total Multi‐Family Townhouse Single Family Two over Two Total Multi‐Family Townhouse Single Family Two over Two Total Multi‐Family Townhouse Single Family Two over Two

Per SDP 11‐001 (Approved) 1200 1149 51 0 0 347 0 288 59 0 1547 1149 339 59 0

Per SDP 1482‐2013 (Current) 1033 912 51 0 70 347 0 288 59 0 1380 912 339 59 70

Total Multi‐Family Townhouse Single Family Two over Two Total Multi‐Family Townhouse Single Family Two over Two Total Multi‐Family Townhouse Single Family Two over Two

Per SDP 11‐001 (Approved) 164 155 9 0 0 29 0 29 0 0 193 155 38 0 0

Per SDP 1482‐2013 (Current) 150 138 6 0 6 23 0 23 0 0 173 138 29 0 6

Total N1, N2 Required MPDUs = Total N1, N2 Units (1380) x 12.5% = 173

Total N1, N2 Required Townhouse, 2 over 2 MPDUs = Total N1, N2 MPDUs (173) x 20% = 35

Total N1, N2 Required Multifamily MPDUs = 138

Multi‐Family by Block MF Units MF MPDUs Unit Type Units MPDUs

Bozzuto* Block A Lot 1 290 39 Townhouse 339 29

Bozzuto* Block B Lot 2 247 34 Single Family* 59 0

Westbrook Properties Block A Lot 5 148 26 2 over 2 70 6

Westbrook Properties Block A Lot 6 227 39 Total 468 35

Total 912 138

* These units are already allocated and under construction

*Per the annexation agreement all MPDUs 

to be allocated between TH and 2o2

Neighborhood 1 Total Units Neighborhood 2 Total Units Neighborhood 1 and Neighborhood 2 Total Units

Neighborhood 1 MPDUs Neighborhood 2 MPDUs Neighborhood 1 and Neighborhood 2 MPDUs



2/2CROWN 
NEIGHBORHOOD 1 AMENDMENT
2 OVER 2 UNITS
BLOCK C

NOTE:
In addition to the previously approved design 
guidelines dated January 2011, the following 
elements are provided as enhancements for 
the Neighborhood 1 - 2 over 2 units.

CONTENTS:

GENERAL BUILDING DESIGN GUIDELINES    .....  1
2 OVER 2 RESIDENTIAL MATERIAL STANDARDS  ..... 2
OPEN SPACE ELEMENTS       ..... 3
KEY LOTS          ..... 4
TYPICAL FOUNDATION LANDSCAPING    ..... 5
TYPICAL UTILITY LAYOUT       ..... 6



GENERAL BUILDING DESIGN GUIDELINES
1. Articulate Massing and Facades

Promote a building design that helps animate 
and add interest in the overall public space 
experience via the interplay of light and 
shadow, opaque vs. transparent surfaces, 
texture, color, and elevation depths.

3. Embellish the Streets with Private 
Outdoor Spaces, Design Building 
Facades to Respond to these Spaces, and 
Emphasize the Main Entries of Buildings

The relationship between the street and 
building facades is augmented by features 
which are deep enough to offer an outdoor 
retreat for the resident.  Relief and depth of 
the architectural facade also offer a more 
interesting pedestrian experience while 
making primary building entrances easily 
identifi able from driveways and drop-offs.

2. Build in the Tradition of Simple Yet 
Elegant Designs using Traditional, High-
Quality, and Durable Materials Throughout 
the Community

Building architecture and elevations promote 
a more contemporary nature through the use 
of simple unifying roof and window lines, and 
careful selection of materials.  The building 
aesthetic should emerge from elevation 
components and building details rather than 
from mere ornamentation.

4. Incorporate Shading Devices as a 
Unifying Design Feature 

Shading devices such as overhangs, trellises, 
balconies, and porches should be sensitively 
incorporated to reduce the heat gain, as well 
as function as architectural features that unify 
the look of the overall community.
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2 OVER 2 RESIDENTIAL MATERIAL STANDARDS
GENERAL

1. Two-over-two buildings are designed to be similar in 
architecture, mass and scale to the commercial-below-
residential and multi-family buildings.

2. Each two-over-two building will be four stories, and the 
front entrance will be shared by the top and bottom unit 
owner.  Separate entrances will be provided at the rear of 
the unit through a single-car garage for each unit.  each 
unit will also be served by a driveway parking space.

3. The building design shall be accentuated at the corners 
located on public roadways in addition to the guidelines 
for Key Lots - Focal Points.

4. Architectural projections such as terraces, projections 
and bays shall be encouraged.

5. The building facade shall be articulated with a strong 
base that supports the upper fl oors with a well-defi ned 
cornice line at the top.

6. Rear elevations shall provide a strong edge and 
articulation on facade where the building steps up/down 
in accordance with grade.  This may be achieved with 
alternate color or materials between units, or with trim/
corner boards at the location of facade step. 

WALLS

1. For building walls which are constructed of more than 
one material, changes in material could be permitted 
along a horizontal or vertical line, and should reinforce a 
Base, Middle and Top for the building.

2. Use of Hardy board and panels are acceptable.
 

WINDOWS

1. All exterior elevations are required to have windows.
2. The windows must be single, double, triple-hung, 

casement, or fi xed in decorative applications.
3. Windows should be square or rectangular in confi guration    

and vertical in orientation. There could be circular, half-
round, irregular, or elliptical accent windows. 

4. Window lights are to be square or vertical in proportion.
5. Windows generally should not be closer than two feet to    

the corners of the building, unless the window wraps the  
corner as part of an architectural house style or element 
to be approved by the Planning Commission.

6. Skylights are to be located only on the backside of the 
roof ridge.

7. Gabled ends are permitted to have accent windows.
8. Openings, windows, and window sashes will be 

rectangular with a vertical or square proportion.
9. Window wells could require landscape screening, if it is  

visible from public right-of-way.
10. Shutters should be proportionately sized to the windows.
 
DOORS

1. Storm doors and screen doors are to be free of decorative  
trim, in full view, and be fi nished to match either the main   
door or the trim around them.

2. Paneled garage doors and windows (located in the top 
panel) are recommended.

3. All garage doors shall be recessed from the exterior trim  
surrounding the garage opening. 

ROOFS

1. Non-dimensional roofi ng shingles are prohibited.
2. There must be simple roof confi gurations for units with    

pitched roofs.
3. When used as a secondary roof set against the wall of 

the main building, shed roofs (roofs which pitch in one 
direction) are permissible.

4. Brackets, spandrels, fi nials, and other ornamentation 
are permitted.

GUTTERS AND DOWNSPOUTS

1. If using copper gutters, they are permitted to retain their    
copper color, or weathered patina. Other materials must    
be pre-baked or powdered coated fi nished, color to be    
approved.

2. Downspouts encouraged to be at the rear of the units.

DECKS / BALCONIES / PATIOS

1. Handrail and guardrail material shall be wood, pvc, vinyl,    
or metal/aluminum and shall have a min. height of 42”.

2. Balconies must have fi nished undersides.
3. Decks will be constructed on all units as part of the basic    

design and structure.  No future decks or expansions 
shall be permitted.

UTILITIES & MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT

1. Meters shall be in utility sheds or in driveway islands.
2. HVAC units to be located within two-over-two units or in     

driveway islands.

SECONDARY ENTRY SIGNAGE

1. Secondary entry signage may not exceed 200 square 
feet in area per sign face.

2. May fl ank all entries into Downtown Crown or residential 
neighborhoods.

3. May be attached to, but not limited to, a building, retaining     
wall, or a decorative wall.  When attached to a wall, only     
the message area shall be calculated toward the total     
signage permitted. 
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OPEN SPACE ELEMENTS

3

PUBLIC ART ELEMENTS

All public art elements shall be determined and 
located per the approved Crown Farm annexation 
agreement, as jointly approved by the Crown 
Farm LLC and the City staff. The public art in 
each neighborhood will be determined at a later 
date in conjunction with their respective SDPs.

OUTDOOR GRILL

Outdoor grills or barbecue areas can enliven a 
space, adding activity, character, and functionality 
to the neighborhood of Crown.  Materials should 
complement the architecture and character of 
Crown and should be easily accessible for all 
residents.

FOUNTAINS & WATER FEATURES

Fountains and water features are a great place 
for residents to gather during the hot summer 
months.  Adding liveliness to any outdoor space, 
water features can be enjoyed at length or in  
passing while on the daily grind.

ARBORS & PERGOLAS

Expanding from the bold, progressive 
architectural styles of Crown , pergolas and 
arbors can help defi ne an outdoor space, adding 
comfort, scale, and identity to gateways and 
destinations.

OUTDOOR HEARTH / FIRE PIT

An outdoor hearth or fi re pit adds a touch of 
comfort and mystery to any public space.  These 
elements allow residents to spend time outdoors 
with their neighbors and family once the summer 
months have dwindled and autumn’s brisk chill 
comes their way.



KEY LOTS Key Lots are buildings that shall receive special architectural treatments.  They are located at corners, highly visible areas, or around the major open spaces.  The architectural 
treatment of the buildings in these lots could include, but not limited to, high-quality material, unique materials, wrap-around porches, additional bay windows, and other embellishments.

END UNIT KEY LOT
The residential unit located at the end of a row 
will be treated with the consistent material 
treatments on the front and side facades.

LIMIT OF SITE

4
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TYPICAL FOUNDATION LANDSCAPING

SHRUBS @ 3’-4’ O.C. (TYP.)
SHRUB SELECTION TO BE DWARF OR 
COLUMNAR VARIETIES TO PREVENT 
OBSTRUCTION OF WINDOWS / DOORS 
AND TO MINIMIZE MAINTENANCE.

LEGEND

Note:  All plans are conceptual  and subject to change.  Final layout of plantings will be determined at Site Plan, and are to refl ect fi nal architecture.  Private residences 
shall be built and initially landscaped by the developer of record.  If desired, residents are permitted to change landscaping materials in accordance with HOA regulations.

5

WALKWAY (WIDTH VARIES)



TYPICAL UTILITY LAYOUT

HVAC

UTILITY METER

LEGEND

Note:  The potential locations of utility meters and HVAC units shown above are conceptual and for illustrative purposes only; the 
fi nal location of these will be determined in conjunction with coordination with the utility companies and design of fi nal architecture. 

ALLEY
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WESTBROOK PROPERTIES 
 
May	6,	2013	
	
Rob	Robinson	
City	of	Gaithersburg	
Office	of	Planning	
31	South	Summit	Avenue	
Gaithersburg,	MD	20877	
	
Re:	Supplemental	Submission	for	the	Crown	two	over	two	SDP.	
	
Dear	Rob:	
	
As	a	result	of	comments	received	at	the	Joint	Public	Hearing	on	April	15,	2013	and	as	a	follow	up	to	
our	 recent	 conversation	 we	 respectfully	 submit	 the	 following	 response	 along	 with	 supporting	
exhibits	and	sketches	for	your	consideration.				
	
During	 the	 joint	 public	 hearing	 we	 heard	 two	 major	 comments/concerns	 related	 to	 the	
submission.		The	first	comment	was	related	to	the	aesthetics	of	the	building	steps	in	the	elevations.		
The	second	comment	was	related	to	a	second	means	of	ingress/egress.		As	a	result	of	further	study	
and	 conversations	with	 staff	we	have	 revised	and	 resubmitted	plans	 that	we	hope	you	will	 find	
have	 adequately	 addressed	 both	 comments.	 	 Further	we	 hope	 this	 letter	 offers	 some	 additional	
background	information	that	ultimately	yielded	the	plan	revisions	
	
Comment	1:		Concern	was	raised	regarding	the	periodic	stepping	of	the	building	
to	address	site	grades.	 	It	was	suggested	to	evaluate	one	significant	step	versus	
several	smaller	steps	or	to	create	a	stronger	intentional	edge	between	units.	
	
Response:	 The	conceptual	elevations	have	been	refined	to	include	a	trim	piece/corner	board	at	
each	lot	common	wall	to	further	emphasize	and	define	building	sections.		Necessary	building	steps	
will	 occur	 at	 these	defined	 section	 lines.	 	 		 	 Alternate	 color	 or	materials	 between	units	was	 also	
considered	 and	 may	 ultimately	 be	 incorporated	 to	 further	 define	 sections.	 	 The	 design	 intent	
remains	 to	organize	 the	architecture	 to	represent	more	of	an	urban	multi‐family	building	rather	
than	a	 “stick”	of	 linked	units	 and	 therefore	 the	homogeneous	 color	 schemes	are	preferred.	 	The	
architect	 believes	 the	 incorporation	 of	 the	 vertical	 corner	 boards	 defines	 building	 sections	 or	
vertical	 bays	 and	 provides	 the	 necessary	 transition	 point	 within	 the	 elevations.	 	 Revised	
conceptual	elevations	have	been	resubmitted	for	your	review.			
	
Comment	 2:	 	 	 Concern	 was	 raised	 related	 to	 the	 single	 means	 of	 access	 to	 serve	 the	
development.	 	Access	to	and	from	the	development	could	be	temporarily	shut	off	in	the	event	
of	 a	 blockage	 at	 the	 entrance.	 	 Consider	 a	 second	 full	 movement	 entrance	 or	 auxiliary	
temporary	entrance	that	could	be	used	in	the	event	the	main	entrance	is	closed.					
	
Response:		During	the	site	planning	process	the	design	team	evaluated	the	need	for	a	second	point	
of	access	to	the	site.		The	design	team	specifically	analyzed	the	net	traffic	impact	of	the	conversion	
from	the	approved	234	multifamily	units	to	the	proposed	70	two	over	two	units	and	the	practical	
viability	and	use	of	the	access	point.			
	
The	 approved	 SDP	 contemplated	 234	 multifamily	 units	 requiring	 325	 onsite	 parking	 spaces	
provided	in	a	348	space	four‐level	structured	garage.	 	The	initial	analysis	anticipated	71%	of	the	
vehicles	 entering	 or	 exiting	 the	 garage	 would	 do	 so	 from	 the	 Copley	 Place	 entrance	 and	 the	
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remaining	 29%	 of	 the	 vehicles	 entering	 and	 exiting	 would	 be from	 the	 Diamondback Drive
entrance.	 	The	analysis	assumed	that	the	proposed	development	would	generate	69	vehicle	trips	
during	 the	 morning	 peak	 hour	 and	 79	 vehicle	 trips	 during	 the	 evening	 peak	 hour	 through	 the	
Copley	 Place	 entrance.	 	 These	 trips	 counts	 were	 factored	 into	 the	 overall	 analysis	 of	 the	
intersection	of	Diamondback	Drive	and	Copley	Place.				
	
The	 proposed	 plan	 of	 70	 two	 over	 two	 condominium	 units,	 which	 for	 the	 purpose	 of	 traffic	
analysis	considers	the	units	as	“townhomes”,	generates	34	vehicle	trips	during	the	morning	peak	
hour	and	58	vehicle	trips	during	the	evening	peak	hour	through	the	Copley	Place	entrance.	 	The	
quantitative	analysis	concludes	that	the	proposed	70	unit	development	would	generate	51%	less	
traffic	through	the	Copley	Place	entrance	at	the	morning	peak	hour	and	27%	less	traffic	through	
the	Copley	Place	entrance	at	the	evening	peak	hour	and	therefore	will	result	in	less	congestion	and	
better	 operating	 function	 at	 the	 Copley	 Place/Diamondback	 Drive	 intersection.	 	 The	 analysis	
confirms	that	a	second	full	function	entrance	is	not	warranted.		A	summary	of	the	traffic	analysis	
from	The	Traffic	Group	is	attached	as	a	letter	dated	April	23,	2013	for	your	information	
	
Notwithstanding	the	above	quantitative	analysis,	we	appreciate	the	functional	issue	raised	at	the	
joint	 public	 hearing	 by	 the	 Council	 and	 shared	 by	 others.	 	 The	 concern	 was	 related	 to	 the	
convenience	and	lack	of	redundancy	of	the	single	entrance	to	the	development.				
	
First	regarding	convenience.		Actual	use	patterns	typically	follow	the	easiest	route	from	the	origin	
to	 the	 destination.	 	 Rarely	 would	 someone	 choose	 the	 less	 convenient	 route.	 	 Based	 on	 our	
assumptions	a	disproportionate	number	of	users	will	seek	the	easiest	route	to	Sam	Eig	Highway.		
Our	 original	 analysis	 assumed	 71%	 of	 users	 would	 prefer	 this	 route.	 	 	 	 Given	 the	 significant	
reduction	of	overall	users	and	a	consistent	route	preference	we	are	confident	that	any	secondary	
entrance	 other	 than	 with	 direct	 access	 to	 Copley	 Place	 (particularly	 Alternative	 5))	 would	 be	
highly	underutilized	and	not	cost	effective	as	a	fully	functional	entrance.	
				
Second	 regarding	 the	 need	 for	 redundancy	 of	 the	 entrance.	 	 We	 believe	 the	 likelihood	 of	 a	
complete	 closure	 of	 the	 primary	 entrance	 is	 remote,	 however	 the	 possibility	 does	 exist.	 	 The	
entrance	 is	 also	 the	 primary	 point	 of	 entry	 for	 several	 utilities	 which	 may	 require	 repair	 and	
maintenance	from	time	to	time.				The	design	team	was	able	to	relocate	the	primary	water	service	
and	 meter	 vault	 away	 from	 the	 entrance	 removing	 a	 significant	 maintenance/source,	 thereby	
further	reducing	the	remote	possibility	of	a	closure.			
	
As	 a	 result	 of	 the	 feedback	 from	 the	 hearing	 we	 took	 a	 step	 back	 and	 re‐evaluated	 all	 access	
options.		While	our	revised	plan	reflects	the	ultimate	conclusion,	we	thought	it	would	be	helpful	for	
you	to	understand	the	factors	that	went	into	the	selection	of	the	preferred	alternative.			
	
	We	considered	six	alternatives,	each	having	some	merit.		Several	of	the	alternatives	also	had	what	
we	considered	significant	flaws,	and	were	eliminated	from	consideration.			The	remaining	options	
were	 evaluated	 based	 on	 several	 factors;	 including	 sustainability	 impacts,	 functional	 benefits,	
economic/cost	impact,	and	overall	plan	quality.		Based	on	the	evaluation	a	“preferred	alternative”	
was	selected.		The	preferred	alternative	along	with	the	other	possible	options	were	presented	and	
reviewed	 by	 Staff	 for	 their	 feedback.	 	 	 Below	 is	 a	 brief	 summary	 of	 the	 alternatives	 considered	
along	with	the	merits	and	flaws	of	each.		Also	attached	is	a	summary	of	the	analysis	titled	Exhibit	1,	
Alternatives	Analysis	that	includes	Staff’s	comments.					
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Alternative	1)	(Preferred	Alternative)	Add	a	low	impact	auxillary	driveway	south	of	
Unit	1	as	depicted	in	sketch	below.	
	
Pros:	 	 No	 unit	 count	 impact,	 utilizes	 low‐impact	 pervious	 pavement	 and	 eliminates	 the	 use	 of	
redundant	underutilized	paving,	provides	temporary	and	emergency	access	 in	the	event	that	the	
main	entrance	is	blocked,	and	has	no	impact	to	on‐street	parking		
	
Cons:		Requires	a	reallocation	of	Forest	Conservation	from	Neighborhood	1	to	neighborhood	3.	
The	overall	impact	to	Forest	Conservation	Area	is	zero.				
	
Based	upon	the	low	impact	to	the	economic	viability	of	the	project	and	to	the	sustainability	of	
the	project,	as	well	as	no	 impact	 to	on‐street	 	parking	and	 the	planning	and	architectural	
intent	of	the	project;	this	alternative	was	selected.	
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Alternative	1A)	Add	a	low	impact	auxiliary	driveway	south	of	Unit	2	as	depicted	in	
sketch	below.	
	
Pros:	 	Utilizes	 low‐impact	pervious	pavement,	provides	 temporary	and	emergency	access	 in	 the	
event	 that	 the	 main	 entrance	 is	 blocked,	 no	 impact	 to	 FCA.	 	 Provides	 more	 efficient	 turning	
movements	than	Alternative	1).		
	
Cons:		Eliminates	1	lot,	(2	units),	Loses	1	on‐street	parking	space.		
	
Based	upon	 the	 significant	 	 impact	 to	 the	 economic	viability	of	 the	project	 	and	 loss	of	on‐
street	 	 parking	 coupled	with	negligible	 additional	 benefits	 compared	 to	Alternative	 1,	 this	
alternative	was	rejected.	
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Alternative	2)	Add	a	full	movement	two‐way	entrance	south	of	Unit	2	as	depicted	in	
sketch	below.	
	
Pros:		Provides	full	movement	(two‐way)	alternative	entrance.	
	
Cons:		Eliminates	1	lot,	(2	units),	adds	redundant	impervious	pavement/infrastructure,	Loses	1	on‐
street	parking	space.		Extends	Copley	Place,	and	impacts	FCA	in	N1,(FCA	can	be	reallocated	to	N3).		
	
Based	upon	the	significant	 	 impact	to	the	economic	viability	of	the	project	 ,	 loss	of	on‐street		
parking	 and	 the	 quantitative	 	 justification	 for	 only	 one	 entrance	 into	 the	 project	 this	
alternative	was	rejected.	
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Alternative	 3)	 Add	 a	 right	 in/right	 out	 drive	 connection	 between	 units	 16‐19	 as	
depicted	in	sketch	below.	
	
Pros:		Provides	right	in/right	out	vehicular	and	emergency	access	directly	to	Diamondback	Drive.		
Entrance	is	an	acceptable	distance	from	Copley	Place	intersection	and	Ellington	Blvd	intersections.		
Aligns	north	south	alley	and	entrance	drive.	
	
Cons:		Eliminates	2	lots,	(4	units),	impacts	architectural	elevations	along	Diamondback	and	creates	
a	less	desirable	2	lot	building.		Exposes	rears	to	Diamondback	views.		Impacts	landscaping	within	
space.	 	 Loses	 5	 on‐street	 parking	 spaces.	 Creates	 traffic	 function	 issues	 between	 U‐turn	 ans	
weaves.	
	
Based	 upon	 the	 extreme	 impact	 to	 the	 economic	 viability	 of	 the	 project	 ,	 loss	 of	 on‐street		
parking	this	alternative	was	rejected.	
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Alternative	4)	Extend	main	drive	connection	east	to	Diamondback	Drive	as	depicted	
in	sketch	below.	
	
Pros:	 	Provides	full	movement	or	right‐in	right–out	access	directly	from	Diamondback	Drive.	 	No	
lot/unit	impacts.	
	
Cons:		Unacceptable	distance	from	the	Diamondback/Ellington	intersection.		Exposes	rear	entrance	
alley	 to	diamondback	views	with	 elimination	of	 screen	wall.	 	 Impacts	 landscaping	within	 space.		
Loses	5	on‐street	parking	spaces.		Impacts	to	grading.		
	
This	alternative	was	rejected	immediately	due	to	failure	of	traffic	analysis.	
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Alternative	5)	Add	a	right‐in	right‐out	connection	at	southern	Diamondback	Drive,	
similar	to	original	parking	garage	entrance	as	depicted	in	sketch	5.	
	
Pros:	 	 Provides	 right‐in	 right–out	 access	directly	 from	Diamondback	Drive	 in	 the	 event	 that	 the	
main	entrance	is	blocked.		
	
Cons:	 	 Eliminates	 1	 lot,	 (2	 units),	 entrance	 location	 is	 adjacent	 to	 Diamondback	 cross	 section	
transition	at	County	line.		Would	require	additional	retaining	wall	and	significant	slopes	on	driveway	
to	mitigate	grades.				Loses	2	on‐street	parking	spaces.		Unacceptable	slope,	
	
Based	upon	the	extreme	 impact	to	the	economic	viability	of	the	project	 ,	 including	excessive	
and	redundant	retaining	walls	this	alternative	was	rejected.	
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A	 summary	 of	 the	 alternatives	 analysis	 can	 be	 found	 on	 the	 attached	 table	 titled	 “Exhibit	 1,	
Alternatives	Analysis”		
	
The	design	 team	will	 continue	 to	work	with	 Staff	 to	 refine	 landscaping,	 and	pavement	 details	 to	
address	follow‐up	Staff	comments.			
	
We	 trust	 that	 based	 on	 our	 conversations	 with	 Staff	 the	 responses	 detailed	 above	 adequately	
addresses	all	 comments	and	concerns.	 	Please	do	not	hesitate	 to	contact	me	or	Karl	Alt	with	any	
additional	comments	or	concerns.	
	
We	 appreciate	 the	 continued	 diligence	 and	 cooperation	 from	 you	 and	 the	 Staff	 regarding	 this	
submission	and	look	forward	to	making	this	development	a	reality	for	the	City	of	Gaithersburg	in	
the	very	near	future.	
		
	
Sincerely,	

	
	
Robert	Zeiller	
Westbrook Properties 
 
Copy to: 
Karl Alt, Westbrook Properties 



 

      Exhibit 1, Alternatives Analysis    

No.  Alternative 

Traffic 
Analysis, 
Acceptable 
Y or N 

Number 
of Units 
Impacted 

Number 
of 
Parking 
Spaces 
lost 

Sustainable 
Value 

Forest 
Conservation 
Impacts 

Functional 
Value 

Development 
Infrastructure 
Cost Impact  Staff Comments  Applicants Comments 

1 
Low impact auxiliary 
driveway south of Unit 1  Y  0  0  High 

+/‐ 2,400SF 
moved to N3  Low  Med 

Acceptable with 
comments on 
turning 
movements and 
delineation  Preferred alternative 

1A 
Low impact auxiliary 
driveway south of Unit 2  Y  2  1  High  No impact  Low  Med 

Acceptable with 
comments on 
turning 
movements and 
delineation 

Not selected due to 
minimal benefit vs 
significant impacts 
compared to Alt 1. 

2  
Add full movement entrance 
at Copley Place  Y  2  1  Low 

+/‐ 1,500SF 
moved to N3  Medium  Med 

Staff preferred 
fully functional 
entrance 

Not selected due to 
additional sustainable 
and development 
impacts vs the benefits 
of underutilized full 
function entrance. 

3 
Add RI/RO on Diamondback 
Drive (E/W)  Y  4  1  Low  No impact  High  High    

Not selected due to 
significant 
development, 
planning/architecture 
and parking impacts  

4  Extend main drive east to DB  N  0  5  Low  No impact  High  High    

Eliminated from 
consideration due to 
traffic analysis 

5 
Add RI/RO on Diamondback 
Drive (N/S) 

Y, not 
desirable  2  2  Low  No impact  Medium  Very High    

Not selected due to 
significant 
development, 
infrastructure, and 
parking impacts.  
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Mr. Karl Alt 

Vice President 

Westbrook Properties 

10740 Parkridge Boulevard, Suite 110 

Reston, Virginia  20191 

     

     

   RE: Crown Farm 

    Montgomery County, Maryland 

    Our Job No.:  2004-1011C 

 

Dear Karl: 

 

Per your request, The Traffic Group, Inc. has reviewed the information concerning 

the intersection of Diamondback Drive at Copley Place and offers the following 

comment and opinions. 

 

In the internal roadway network assessment for the Crown Farm, Copley Place, 

originally was designed to accommodate traffic for the proposed Bank positioned 

west of Copley Place and a 325 parking space garage, east of Copley Place which 

was to serve 234 midrise/garden style apartments.  It is our understanding that the 

garage and the apartments are now being considered to be replaced with 

70 townhomes.  Below is a trip comparison between the original development and 

what is now proposed for this site.  Please note that the bank will remain under 

both scenarios.   

 

Attached to this letter is a trip generation comparison of the peak hour trips 

projected to be generated by the 234 mid-rise/garden apartments versus the 

proposed 70 Townhouse Units. 

 

Under the original plan with the garage and apartments there were two access 

points proposed. The first was along Copley Place which was anticipated to handle 

71% of the vehicles entering/exiting the garage and would pass through the 

intersection of Diamondback Drive and Copley Place.  The remaining 29% of the 

trips would utilize the secondary access along Diamondback Drive.  This means that 

69 trips from this facility would pass through the Diamondback Drive/Copley Place 

intersection during the morning peak hour and 79 trips during the evening peak 

hour. 

 

Under the proposed plan with 70 Townhomes, 100% of the trips would pass 

through this intersection or 34 trips during the morning peak hour and 58 trips 

during the evening peak hour.  As shown on the attached Exhibit, the proposed 70 

Townhomes would generate less traffic through the Diamondback Drive/Copley 

Place intersection than previously projected. 

 

 



 

Therefore the proposed change will result in less traffic passing through the Diamondback 

Drive/Copley Place intersection resulting in less congestion and better operating conditions 

than originally anticipated. 

 

Based on the above information it is our opinion that the proposed change from 234 mid-

rise/garden apartments (325 space garage) to 70 townhomes will have a positive impact on 

traffic conditions in this area.  Additionally, based upon the comparison, the project performs 

acceptably with one means of access (Copley Place) and external intersection performance is 

not negatively impacted by the single access point. 

 

Per your request and based upon comments received during the hearing, The Traffic Group, Inc. 

has reviewed several alternatives for a second means of access.  The Traffic Group, Inc. finds 

Alternatives 1, 1A, and 2 are acceptable from a functional standpoint, however, these three 

alternatives tie into Copley Place and will not reduce the through trips on the Copley Place and 

Diamondback Dr. intersection.  Alternatives 3 and 5 are acceptable and will reduce the through 

trips at the Copley Place and Diamondback Drive intersection.   

 

The Traffic Group, Inc. finds Alternative 4 unacceptable due to insufficient sight distance to 

right turning vehicles from eastbound Diamondback Drive to southbound Diamondback Drive. 

 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Glenn E. Cook 

Vice President 

 

GEC:smb 
 

(F:\2004\2004-1011C\wp\Alt1.docx) 





From: Ollie Mumpower
To: Rob Robinson
Subject: Traffic analysis for Diamondback Drive at Copley Place
Date: Wednesday, May 08, 2013 9:47:17 AM

Engineering Services Director Mumpower has review the April 23, 2013, report from The Traffic Group
regarding the volume of traffic that will pass thru this intersection and agrees with the findings of the
report that indicates the proposed development of 70 townhouses will generate less trips thru the
Diamondback Drive/ Copley Place  intersection than the previously planned 234 apartment complex.

Ollie K. Mumpower
Engineering Services Director
Department of Public Works
800 Rabbitt Road Gaithersburg, Maryland 20878-1600 301-258-6370 Ext. 106
301-258-6375 FAX
301-258-6430 TTY
omumpower@gaithersburgmd.gov
www.gaithersburgmd.gov



From: Rob Robinson
To: Rob Robinson
Subject: FW: Fully "justified" letter!
Date: Wednesday, May 08, 2013 10:02:31 AM
Attachments: Rob Robinson response final 5-6-13.pdf

2o2traffic analysisExhibit 1FINAL.pdf

 
 

From: Ollie Mumpower 
Sent: Wednesday, May 08, 2013 10:01 AM
To: Rob Robinson
Subject: FW: Fully "justified" letter!
 
The information in the table appears reasonable with the exception that I am not sure the units
impacted is pertinent. A more important consideration may be units lost which in most , if not all,
cases would be 1 or none.
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X. JOINT PUBLIC HEARING 

A SDP-1842-2013, Crown 2/2: The Applicant Requests Approval of the 
Schematic Development Plan, SDP-1842-2013, Per Annexation X-182 and 
Sketch Plan Z-315, Located in the Crown Property Neighborhood 1 (Outlot B, 
Block C) in Gaithersburg, Maryland. The Subject Application Proposes the 
Conversion of a Multi-Family Building to 70 2-over-2 Condominium Units 

Lead Planner Robinson presented the joint public hearing duly advertised on 
March 27 and April 3, 2013. The applicant VII Crown Farm Owner LLC, c/o 
Westbrook Properties, submitted Schematic Development Plan (SDP) application 
SDP-1842-2013. This plan, in accordance with the approved and amended X-182 
annexation agreement and Sketch Plan Z-315, proposes converting a multi-family 
building to seventy (70) fee-simple 2-over-2 condominium units in Neighborhood 1 
of the Crown development. The subject plan proposes the construction of seventy 
(70) 2-over-2 condominium units. The units are designed to relate and address 
either the adjoining exterior roads or the planned interior pocket green. 
Supplementary Design Guidelines have also been submitted as part of the SDP 
application. These guidelines will amend the Design Guidelines approved for 
Neighborhoods 1 and 2 to specifically address 2-over-2 design and the vision for 
the plan. 

Robert Zeiller, Executive Vice President, Westbrook Properties, reported that 
Ryland Homes has been added to the development team. He stated that the 
development timeline is a combination of the market, consumer interest, and the 
built in flexibility of the annexation agreement and sketch plan allowing the 
acceleration of the submitted proposed plan. The team worK'ed to integrate the 
design of the Downtown Crown area which is urban in nature. The site was 
previously approved with a parking structure on the south side with dual 
entrances. The elimination of the garage allowed an opportunity to enter the site 
from Copley Place and eliminate the entry way on Diamondback Drive. The team 
is seeking to create a meaningful open space that is both connected to the larger 
open space network, accessible, and convenient to use by all residents. He 
emphasized creating a balance between on and off site parking as well as 
maximizing the quality of open space. The residents will gain access to the 
community center and the amenities offered through a shared lease agreement. 
The plan also adds a variety of housing options to the Crown development. The 2-
over-2 design provides a unique ownership option under the condominium 
structure and promotes the City's initiative of homeownership. 

Cindy Todd, VIKA, Inc., spoke on the specifics of the plan and provided an 
overview which included the community network bordered by Copley Place and 
Diamondback Drive and the on and off site pedestrian and parking circulation. 
Reviewed the grade changes on Diamondback Drive that will be leveled and 
addressed with a retaining wall. In addition, emergency vehicles have full access 
in and around the proposed 70 units. All materials are proposed to be similar to 
those standards approved in the design guidelines. The plan incorporates a 
pocket green which will bring an immediate passive space for the residents of the 
community. 

Jack Mclaurin, Lessard Design, reviewed the general building guidelines 
emphasizing the commitment to the transition from multi-family to the 2-over-2 
units. The proposed materials and massing will be compatible with the multi-family 
and commercial buildings and special attention will be given to the building 
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facades with a strong base and cornice. He further presented the architectural 
elevations from all sides of the buildings showing that each unit will have a garage 
and recessed balcony. 

Concerns were expressed with the one entry way and the circulation for 
emergency vehicles and deliveries. The applicant was asked to investigate the 
possibility of another entry way or an emergency egress path. It was suggested to 
change grading and elevations in relation to the buildings. Staff noted that the 
school population would not be impacted by the 2-over-2 units and that the entire 
development does meet the City's goal of affordable housing. 

There were no other speakers at the hearing. 

Motion was made by Danny Winborne seconded by Geri Lanier, 
that the Planning Commission record on SDP-1842-2013, Crown 
2/2: The applicant requests approval of the schematic 
development plan, SDP-1842-2013, per annexation X-182 and 
Sketch Plan Z-315, located in the Crown Property Neighborhood 
1 (Outlot B, Block C) in Gaithersburg, Maryland. The subject 
application proposes the conversion of a m~:~lti-family building to 
70 2-over-2 condominium units, remain open until 5 p.m., 
Thursday, May 9, 2013 (24 days) with anticipated 
recommendation on May 15, 2013. 

Vote: 3-0 

Motion was made by Henry Marraffa, seconded by Ryan Spiegel, 
that the Mayor and City Council record on SDP-1S42-2013, 
Crown 2/2: The applicant requests approval of the schematic 
development plan, SDP-1842-2013, per annexation X-182 and 
Sketch Plan Z-315, located in the Crown Property Neighborhood 
1 (Outlot B, Block C) in Gaithersburg, Maryland. The subject 
application proposes the conversion of a multi-family building to 
70 2-over-2 condominium units, remain open until 5 p.m. on 
Friday, May 24, 2013 (39 days) with anticipated Policy Discussion 
on June 17, 2013. 

Vote: 5-0 
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